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This could be one of the greatest

Christmas gifts that we could give the
American people, my children, and our
future grandchildren, and the children
of the gentleman from Arizona, to get
this down so that they can be liberated
and free.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Kansas, be-
cause he makes an incredibly valid
point that really should be the founda-
tion of our labors in the days to come.
As the controversy continues to sur-
round this new direction in which we
are heading, returning to those values
which made us great, it is worth noting
that in the spirit of the season, the
greatest gift we can give to our chil-
dren, we can give to our grandparents,
we can give to our parents, and we can
give to generations yet unborn, is a
stable environment in which this con-
stitutional Republic can flourish, and
individual initiative can be rewarded.

So, that is the challenge and that is
the great gift and the great oppor-
tunity that we trust our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle will join us
in giving the American people this sea-
son of the year.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman would yield just a mo-
ment, because the gentleman from Ari-
zona has been deeply involved in, and
started, what has been called the Con-
stitutional Caucus. I would ask the
gentleman if the Founding Fathers
were alive today, does the gentleman
think they would find that we have a
constitutional government existing
and operating in Washington?

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming the time, I thank the gen-
tleman for the question. I think they
would find a government that has be-
come a hybrid, and I do not mean that
in a good sense. I know the gentleman
has great background in agriculture.
Perhaps it would be more accurate to
say a mutant, constitutionally mu-
tated from this document here, which
is our cornerstone, read and reshaped
and stretched ofttimes beyond recogni-
tion from its original intent to fit the
explosive growth of an evermore cen-
tralized bureaucracy, a bureaucracy
that spends even more.

So, we have stretched it out. It is our
mission, and that is why I am so glad
to have our colleague from Kansas to
join in restoring constitutional govern-
ment, recognizing the legislative
branch has every bit the role of self-ex-
amination and introspection that the
judicial branch is afforded through the
notion of judicial review, that the ex-
ecutive branch uses, that we together,
with those other two branches, can re-
store constitutional government. That
is exactly the challenge to use this
timeless document as we confront the
next century.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I think it also ties
into this overall issue of the budget de-
bate. If we would get back to what the
Founding Fathers had envisioned of a
limited Federal Government and say-
ing this is a limited government of lim-

ited powers, the Federal Government
would not be 22 percent of the econ-
omy. It would not be the burden that it
is today. We would not have as much
centralization; we would have much
more decentralization and things out
amongst the people where they could
control them closer to home and closer
to them.

That was the original design, and I
think we have gotten away from that
to our peril. The gentleman has a par-
ticularly good effort going on, that be-
fore any bill is introduced, before it is
taken up on the floor, that the con-
stitutional basis for that bill would be
discussed.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Reclaiming the
time, and the purposes to which we
must reaffirm ourselves, to which we
must devote our attentions, for just as
we take an oath, as we took an oath in
this Chamber collectively, just as the
newest Member, the gentleman from Il-
linois did today, taking an oath to de-
fend and uphold the Constitution of the
United States, it is more than lip serv-
ice.

Mr. Speaker, good people may dis-
agree and we champion those disagree-
ments and we want to have open, hon-
est debate on different priorities, but I
think the gentleman from Kansas real-
ly hit the nail on the head when he dis-
cussed the Jeffersonian ideal, the ideal
of the one whom our friends on the
other side of the aisle claim as their
ideological benefactor, one of their
Founders.
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When Jefferson called for limited and
effective government, that is the dis-
tinction, not that Government should
be reduced beyond recognition so that
the people are not empowered, that
Government has a rightful role in soci-
ety, but it is a limited and effective
Federal Government which makes the
difference and to which the gentleman
from Kansas has devoted his energies,
indeed as part of this new majority. I
thank him for all the efforts he has
made in so many different ways to re-
alize that dream for our children, for
our parents, for our grandparents, and,
indeed, for the American Nation.

Again, it is worth noting and we
again issue the challenge. To those who
disagree with us, Mr. Speaker, to those
who offer the endless mantra of
disinformation about so-called Draco-
nian cuts with reference to the Medi-
care Plus Program, again, Mr. Speaker,
we ask them, show us the mathemati-
cal operation that takes an increase
from $4,800 of spending per Medicare
beneficiary this year and over 6 years
time increases it to $7,100 per bene-
ficiary, show us where that is a cut,
and $1 million will be paid to them.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would
not this. I cited Benjamin Franklin
earlier. Will Rogers offered an update
in the mid-20th century before his un-
timely death: ‘‘The only thing certain
is death and taxes, but death does not
get worse every time Congress meets.’’

THE NATIONAL DEBT
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

CHAMBLISS). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Maine
[Mr. LONGLEY] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Speaker, this
afternoon I would like to again call
attention to the fact that as of 3
o’clock this afternoon, the Nation’s
Federal debt, official debt, is
$4,988,313,115,981.39. Very interesting,
this is again an additional decrease of
$126 million, actually almost $127 mil-
lion.

As a new Member of Congress, Mr.
Speaker, I have to confess that I did
not come here with all of the answers,
and very frankly I am not sure I even
understood all of the problems. But one
of the problems that I want to bring to
my colleagues’ attention today is that
a member of the Committee on the
Budget asked me earlier in the week
whether this number was accurate.
Under his recollection, the national
debt limit was actually $4.9 trillion. As
we can see, the number before us today
is $4.988 trillion plus $300 million, or
literally $4 trillion, $988 billion, $88 bil-
lion more than the official national
debt.

Frankly, that caused me to go back
to my office staff and question whether
we had appropriately researched the
number. Well, lo and behold, we have
researched the number, and this is the
correct number because, in addition to
the $4.9 trillion of Federal debt, we
have authorized another $88 billion of
debt that does not count against the
limit.

As if that were not enough, earlier in
the week, Mr. Speaker, I addressed this
Chamber on the basis of a New York
Times article from Wednesday, Decem-
ber 6, 1995, wherein it indicated that
the administration, since November 15
of this year, has actually borrowed an-
other $61.3 billion on top of the $88 bil-
lion that does not count as part of the
national debt. In addition to the $4.9
trillion that is the national debt, the
administration borrowed that $61 bil-
lion from the Federal Civil Service re-
tirement accounts and that apparently
that was permissible under law. I hope
that in the earlier vote in the after-
noon that we are able to pass a meas-
ure that will preclude that.

The point I want to make today is
that, the more I as a new Member of
Congress, Mr. Speaker, learn about the
nature and the extent of the problems
with Federal spending, the more
alarmed I become. Literally, just in the
last 3 days I have found $88 billion of
debt that we were not counting against
the national debt. That is on top again
of another $60 billion that has been
borrowed out of Civil Service retire-
ment accounts. That is over $150 bil-
lion. We were not even counting it. We
are not even counting it. This is over
and above the congressionally author-
ized limit of $4.9 billion.

I have to mention this afternoon that
another bit of information came to my
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attention. That is that the new budget,
Mr. Speaker, that has been submitted
by the administration is actually not
going to balance within 7 years. This is
a serious issue because we came to a
solemn agreement about 3 weeks ago
wherein the administration and the
Congress agreed that we were going to
balance the budget in 7 years and use
Congressional Budget Office numbers.
Again, there was an issue of debate
over whether we should use CBO num-
bers of OMB numbers.

To be perfectly honest, I do not care
whose numbers we use, but we owe it to
the children of this country and to the
public to use the most conservative
numbers. If we are going to meet the
goal of balancing the budget in 7 years,
I think we should take the most cau-
tious course to get there.

The issue in Washington, in this
body, Mr. Speaker, is not whether we
are going to balance the Federal budg-
et, because we are going to balance the
Federal budget. The question is how.
That is where partisan debate is appro-
priate, where Republicans can present
their version of how to balance the
Federal budget; Democrats can present
their view of how to balance the Fed-
eral budget. And together, like all of
the households in my district, includ-
ing Republican households, Democratic
households, Independent households,
all of whom have to take responsibility
for balancing their budgets, and they
may do it differently. That is what is
wonderful about America, is that we do
have a lot of differences between us,
but we need here in this body, as Re-
publicans and Democrats, to come to-
gether to balance the Federal budget.

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that over the
next 24 hours as we approach tomor-
row’s deadline that we will once and
for all be able to work together, Repub-
licans and Democrats in this body,
with a Democratic President who will
keep his word and submit a budget that
will balance in 7 years.
f

THE BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to start off by following up on what the
previous speaker said about tomorrow.
As many of us know, tomorrow is the
day when the continuing resolution ex-
pires. This was the agreement that
both Democrats and Republicans, both
Congress and the President, agreed a
few weeks ago that they would extend
operations, Government operations and
not shut down the Government while
we continued to try to work toward a
budget agreement.

It is unfortunate that tomorrow is
about to arrive and we still have not
worked out that budget agreement.
But I think the most important thing
is that the Government not shut down

again and that tomorrow, even if a
budget agreement is not going to be
reached, which I do not think is likely
at this point, that we pass another con-
tinuing resolution so that the Govern-
ment continue to operate.

I was very upset this morning when I
read that, although President Clinton
had offered a continuing resolution to
continue the operations of the Govern-
ment for at least another week or pos-
sibly beyond, and although the Repub-
lican leadership in the Senate had
agreed to a similar continuation, that
Speaker GINGRICH and the Republican
leadership in this House had not. I
would hate to see, once again, that
after tomorrow the Government shuts
down.

I would urge the Speaker GINGRICH
and the Republican leadership in this
House, along with what the Senate has
decided and what President Clinton has
decided, which is that we should put
our differences aside and not use the
Government shutdown as leverage to-
ward trying to pressure one group or
the other into its own ideology. My
view is that the Government should
continue to operate while the Presi-
dent and the Congress, while the Demo-
crats and the Republicans try to find
common ground on the budget.

Let me also add that as the previous
speaker said, there really is no dis-
agreement anymore that we should
achieve a balanced budget or even on
the timetable of approximately 7 years.
But there are still major disagreements
over the priorities. I would suggest
that part of that agreement a few
weeks ago on the continuing resolution
to keep the Government open specifi-
cally said that the priorities would in-
clude Medicare, Medicaid, the environ-
ment and education and that these pro-
grams, particularly Medicare and Med-
icaid, would continue to be viable and
cover the people who are now eligible
for them in a manner which ensures
quality health care for Medicare and
Medicaid recipients.

The President put forth a 7-year bal-
anced budget within the last week or
so that made sure that Medicare and
Medicaid, the environment and edu-
cation were properly provided for and
guaranteed that those programs would
continue to cover everyone and that
quality health care would be ensured
for seniors and low-income individuals
under the two Federal health care pro-
grams. But the Republican leadership
has not come back with a similar pro-
posal. So far they have not put forward
any compromise plan that would not
only achieve a balanced budget in 7
years but also put sufficient funds in
the Medicare and Medicaid programs
and provide a guarantee that those
people who are now eligible for Medi-
care and Medicaid would continue to be
provided for.

I want to stress today in the time
that I have allotted to me the problems
that would occur, particularly with re-
gard to the Medicaid program, if the
budget that was passed by the Repub-

licans in this House and in the Senate
and the one that was vetoed by the
President were to take effect. We now
know that this budget is not going to
take effect because the President has
vetoed it. When he vetoed it in his mes-
sage he specifically said that Medicaid
was a major reason for the veto and
that the major problem he had with
the Republican Medicaid proposal
under this budget was that it failed to
guarantee health care coverage for
those people who are now covered by
Medicaid. When we talk about Medic-
aid, we are talking about health insur-
ance for low-income people in this
country. Most of those are either sen-
ior citizens or children or the disabled
or, in some cases also, pregnant
women.

Right now under Federal law people
below a certain income who are not
covered by any other health insurance
are eligible for Medicaid. The Federal
Government guarantees them that as
an entitlement, as we say. And they
are also provided with certain standard
coverage. In other words, not only are
they guaranteed health insurance but
they are given certain things as part of
an overall health care package which is
similar to what most Americans get,
although in many cases maybe not
quite the same quality or the same ex-
tensive coverage. It is a pretty good
health care package.

The problem that the President has
with the Republican budget and the
problem that I and most of the Demo-
crats have is that this Medicaid pro-
gram under the Republican proposal
would basically be turned over to the
States. The money would be block
granted. It would be up to the States to
decide who would be eligible and what
they would be eligible for. So for the
first time in probably 30 years since
Medicaid was enacted here in this
House, for the first time you would no
longer have an entitlement or a guar-
antee that the people who now receive
Medicaid could continue to have the
coverage.

If we block grant the money and the
amount of money which is allocated is
significantly less, which it is under the
Republican proposal, it is a cut of
about $163 billion. Then we are not
only not guaranteeing coverage for a
lot of the people who now have Medic-
aid coverage, but we are also making
sure that because less money is going
to the States in real terms, that the
States will have to cut back on who is
eligible or perhaps cut back on the
kind of benefits that are provided to
those who they plan to cover under
Medicaid.

This is a major problem. It is a major
problem because what it ultimately
would lead to is that the ranks of the
uninsured in this country would grow.
Right now we estimate that there are
about 35 to 40 million Americans who
have no health insurance, many of
them working. If we are now going to
increase the ranks of those people and
add 5 or 10 million more people to the
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